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QUESTION 1: Is it appropriate to assume that current rates for services included within the
definition of universal service are affordable. desoire variations among companies and service
areas?-

Presumably under conditions of competition, rates will vary among companies and service

areas. Within service areas where rates vary, consumers can choose which company they prefer to

deal with taking into account rate variations. The crux of Joint Board action on ensuring universal

service at affordable rates is to ensure that the rates, objectively, are as reasonably low as possible

for the highest bandwidth service that a consumer will need and use. This is different than focusing

simply on the rates for current POTS service.

Thus, continuing a paradigm whereby advanced services to schools, libraries or health

care providers are provided only through special lines, e.g. T-I, D5-3 etc., will not assure that

these services are, on a forward looking basis, as affordable as possible. Rather, the most

affordable distribution of high bandwidth is for the network infrastructure to have that capability as

the "standard" or "basic" distribution technology. where costs are shared among a much larger

subscriber base and are not dependent on negotiations or private pricing deals with specitic users.

APT believes that a rate is not affordable unless it is the lowest rate that would be possible if the

least cost transmission mode were used for that bandwidth. Proper pricing for these services should

encourage high bandwidth deployment within the local loop, with cost to consumers based on the

amount of bandwidth actually used.
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The Commission's affordability definition should embody this principle of the least cost

transmission mode to users for bandwidth offered.

QUESTION 2: To what extent should non-rate factors. such as subscribershio level. relephone
expenditures as a percentage of income, cost of living, or local calling area size be considered in
detennining the affordability and reasonable comparability of rates?

APT does not believe that any of the specified non-rate factors are relevant in assessing

comparability. The intent of the statute in mandating comparability is to make sure that consumers

do not suffer deprivations of service by reason of the accident of where they live. Since urban

areas are not apt to be of comparable size or have comparable subscriber levels, these factors

cannot influence comparability without compromising the goal of comparability. Moreover,

subjective factors such as individual telephone expenditures as a percentage of income or cost of

living relate essentially to consumer choice factors on income expenditures rather than to the issue

of whether the rate is as low as possible and in line with rates in other areas.

Congress clearly intended that rates in rural areas must be as comparably low as in urban

areas without taking into account factors unique to rural areas such as distance and population

density. Thus, the urban area to which the rural rate must be comparable must be that urban area

nearest to or contiguous with the rural area in question. This will incent carriers towards averaging

their rates to both types of areas which is what Congress clearly had in mind.
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QUESTION 4: What are the effects on competition if a carrier is denied universal service suoport
because it is technically infeasible for that carrier to provide one or more of the core services?

The question assumes that universal service will be defined in terms of specitic services.

This appe3I'S to APT to be unworkable for the reasons stated in its original Comments, unless

alternative criteria are also included which relate to network functionality

All carriers will provide some bandwidth which will be used by instirutions to otfer some

types of health care, education and library services. Since Congress clearly envisaged ultimate

universal service for advanced services for instirutional and consumer users, the FCC and the Joint

Board can create powerful competitive incentives to carriers ro migrate expeditiously to full service

networks by conditioning universal service support on the degree to which carriers offer a wide

range of network functionalities, from maximum bandwidth capabilities earning 100% of universal

service support, for two way switched broadband and lesser percentages for lesser band width

capabilities down to voice grade at the opposite end of the spectrum. Conditioning universal

service support to network functionality will have maximum impact on enhancing competition and

ensuring thar competition focuses on real competitive elements and does not simply deteriorate into

competitive rivalry reflected in advertising and marketing hypes. Carriers will be free to offer

whatever bandwidth network they choose. But different levels of universal service support will be

available for the different levels of bandwidth offered by carriers. This will be completely

competitively neutral, but ar the same time, will be a competitive incentive to increase the amount

of bandwidth offered in order to get maximum unjversal service support.
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QUESTION 6: Should the services or funcrionalities eligible for discounts be soeciticallv limited
and identified. or should the discount apply to all available services?

Here again. the need for the question arises only if universal service is detined solely in

terms of specific services rather than in terms of bandwidth capability. As APT pointed out in its

Comments (April 12, 1996 @ P. 10-12), "core services" in the telecommunications mixed media

world ignores the needs of consumers (whether instimtions or individuals). Schools. libraries.

health care providers all will have different needs which cannot be anticipated by a definition of

Wliversal service in terms of specific services, core or otherwise. These institutions need to have

access to different levels of bandwidth to accommodate services they want to provide given

whateVer their particular individual circumstances are. The same is true ultimately for consumer

users. Universal service in the new telecommunications world needs to be detined in terms of

bandwidth network functionalities, not specific services, so that whatever discounts are decided

upon can be applied to the rates set for these different bandwidth capabilities. These discounts will

be fixed and will not vary by bandwidth. Thus users will be totally free to select the bandwidth

they need knowing that the discount will be the same whichever bandwidth level they choose at any

given time.

QUESTION 8: To what extent should the provisions of Sections 706 and 708 be considered by
the Joint Board and be relied upon to provide advanced services to schools. libraries. and health
care providers?

Section 706 is crucial to the development of sound regulatory policies that promote the

earliest availability of advanced telecommunications service to schools. libraries, health care
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providers and, indeed, to all Americans in all regions of the country:

- Section 706 sets out the proper goal of policies to implement the Telecommunications

Act through its delineation of what constitutes advanced telecommunications services,

describing these as "without regard to any transmission media or technology, as high

speed, switched broadband telecommunications capability that enables users to

originate and receive high-qualit'j voice, data, graphics and video transmission using

any technology.

- Section 706 ("advanced telecommunications capability to all Americans" in

conjunction with Section 254 (c)(3) ("special services" for schools, libraries and health

care providers), 254 (h)(2) ("advanced services" for these entities), and 254(b)(2) "in

all regions of the nation") mandates the Commission and the States which the Joint

Board represents with taking action now so as to foster the earliest possible provision

of advanced telecommunications services to the above entities.

- Section 706 directs the Commission to carry out this mandate "utilizing, in a manner

consistent with the public interest. .. price cap regulation, regulatory forbearance,

measures that promote competition in the local telecommunications market, or other

regulatory methods that remove barriers to infrastructure investment. "

In view of these provisions of Section 706, it is clear that the Joint Board must take

into account and rely upon these provisions in its universal service deliberations since the Act

makes clear Congressional intention that universal service concepts are to apply to ail
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telecommunications services, standard and advanced. A clear migratory path for network

evolution will be impeded unless Section 706 is taken into account now for developing

universal service rules.

APT stresses that the true and full solution to promoting universal service in both

traditional voice grade and advanced services must take into account the need ultimately to

reach the home as the only true meaningful way to promote universal service in advanced

services "to all Americans." (Section 254 (b)(2), 706).

The concept of universal service must evolve as quickly as possible to include advanced

telecommunications service with great benefits to the quality of life for all Americans.

Therefore, the Joint Board must use every opportunity to set that evolution and migration path

in motion. Targeting universal service now to its ultimate goal -the home- is an essential tirst

step. Without it, promoting services to the schools or to health care providers accomplishes

only half the job which Congress intended by targeting these institutional users for special

attention. The need for these educational and health care services to reach the students and

patients in their homes is detailed in Attachment A and in Jones, Electronic House Calls: 21st

Century Options (1996).

We urge again the need to promptly initiate a proceeding to implement Section 706. APT

is eager to cooperate with the Commission in any way that it can be helpful in promoting the

objectives of Section 706. The Act, in 706(b), does require the Commission to institute a

proceeding within 30 months after enactment, to consider the availability of advanced
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telecommunications capability to all i\mericans (and to conclude the proceeding within six months).

If the need is shown, the FCC is to take immediate action to accelerate deployment by removing

barriers to invesnnent and promoting competition. But. as we have stated, it would be folly for the

Commission to wait three years, and then say that it should have acted sooner. The Commission

should act now, and then be in position at the century I s end to determine whether and what further

actions are needed.

The Act wisely provides that its goal - advanced telecommunications service to all

Americans, with enormous benefits to the quality of life in education, health care, democratic

process, work:, energy conservation, etc., is not a matter to be left solely to the workings of the

marketplace. There is and must be an important role for governmental policy, especially along the

lines of Section 706. The Commission and the Joint Board should therefore move to implement the

strategies set out in Section 706 as fully and expeditiously as possible.

QUESTION 9: How can universal support for schools. libraries, and health care providers be
structured to promote competition?

As laid out in its answer to Question 4, APT believes that by structuring universal

service support to varying bandwidth capabilities with maximum support available for

maximum bandwidth, competition will be best promoted. The goal is to promote effective

competition. The statute has already laid out that facilities-based competition is the most

desirable competitive mechanism. Facilities-based competition will promote competition
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where it is most needed and where Congress decided it should be focused- -on network

capabilities. If a carrier only seeks to compete through interconnection, it is not offering

consumers maximum consumer choice. Only where it seeks to compete by offering consumers

a choice among network capabilities and quality is it offering maximum consumer choice

which is the goal of competition. Thus, universal service rules must be structured so as to

promote incentives to facilities-based competition.

What needs to be recognized in advancing facilities-based competition is that bringing

broadband into the home need not involve a multiplicity of competitive companies digging up

streets and front yards. When you get the interconnection costs right, the parties will decide

whether to deploy separate networks or to interconnect. In the second place, the pricing of

unbundled network services needs to be set so that the parties to an interconnection agreement

have effective incentives to fund the most cost-effective way of bringing broadband into the

home without wasteful duplication of facilities.

QUESTIONS 26-27: Modifications to the high cost support mechanism.

APT supports continuation of the high cost fund in some tonn regardless of

nomenclature. The high cost fund has always existed in order to ensure equitable network

deployment on a non discriminatory basis regardless of whether the area was difficult or costly

to reach. It has been the major tool to achieve universal service by ensuring network

deployment without which no services can be transmitted. Whatever modifications are deemed
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necessary, the fund must not in any way impede this critical advanced network deployment

universal service role which is specifically mandated by the Telecommunications Act.

Q29-30. How to treat price~ap companies.

The importance in the regulatory scheme for price cap mechanisms necessitates that the

Joint Board must not take any action which would create reverse incentives or discourage

carriers from offering price caps. This must be the principle guiding the Joint Board in the

answers which it develops to the questions rai5e1:i in Questions 29 and 30.

Section 706 specifically refers to using price cap regulation as one tool to promote the

competition which Congress regards as a critical key to achieving universal service and

spurring the deployment of advanced telecommunications to schools, health care providers,

libraries and all Americans. There have been past proposals along these lines. Thus, in the

Price Cap Performance Review For Local Exchange Carriers (LECs), CC Docket 94-1, the

Computer and Communications Industry Association (CCIA) proposed that the productivity

offset in the price cap (designed to limit price increases by incorporating the efficiencies the

LECs have traditionally achieved into their price changes) to be set at two levels: one level
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based on traditional productivity for LECs in general and a lower level for those LEes that

agreed to invest in education. An alliance of education and library groups advanced the

proposal that the consumer productivity dividend (CPD) in the price cap formula (one-half of

one percent of the access revenues or as much as $300 million a year) be used to connect

schools and libraries to the National Infrastructure (NIl) starting with the most needy.

Clearly, the productivity factor in price cap regulation recognizes that the productivity

dividend from upgrading networks is imbued with a public quality which requires cost

effective use of the dividend to bring broadband capacity into the home and to all people.

increasingly, state regulatory bodies are viewing the productivity dividend as a critically

important source of investment funds for developing and deploying advanced

telecommunications technologies. To achieve the goals of Section 706 through price cap

regulation, both the FCC and states should utilize the Joint Board universal service processes

to require or provide incentives to ensure that the dividend be invested to facilitate the

deployment of community-based applications of advanced technologies to encourage

competition that brings broadband capacity into the home. This is critical to achieve the

objectives of targeting education, health care, libraries and the disabled for early applications

of the advanced technologies. The Joint Board should address market-compatible ways of

using the productivity dividend as a funding source of applications development that targets the

priorities of communities and groups "at risk" of being bypassed or under-served in the normal

operation of markets. In this respect, the mandate for state action must be clear chac
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community based applications development requires the aggregation of demand tor community

-based applications that cuts across institutional domains. The Snowe-Rockefeller amendments

should not become the vehicle for competitive providers to ignore the commonality of

community applications of the new technologies. and thereby entrench institutional domains.

Given the importance of price caps in the Congressional scheme and its endorsement by

important telecommunications players, price cap companies should be encouraged by the Joint

Board's universal service rules.

QUESTION 50; How should a bidding system be structured in order to provide incentives for
carriers to compete to submit the low bid for universal service suPOOrt?

APT sees competitive bidding as an essential tool in the hands of the Joint Board to

advance Congressional goals of moving towards advanced service networks. APT strongly

urges the Joint Board to consider utilizing the competitive bidding process in order to advance

development of advanced networks so that education, health care and library users have a full

range of services which they can offer to their students/patients and users unrestricted by

network limitations. A part of the specifications for competitive bidders should embrace

bidders' forward plans to deploy advanced networks-those with the most timely plans earning

higher eligibility points in addition to the lowest bid. These would be the most effective

incentives available to ensure implementation of the Congressional mandate to move as

expeditiously as possible towards the deployment of advanced networks.
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Q 51 and 53. Safeguards to avoid collusion in competitive bidding.

APT strongly supports the application of the provisions of the antitrust laws to both these

situations. Together with treble damage rights, these laws are fully adequate without impeding

competition in any way to ensure that competitors are not driven out of the process and that

collusion is not employed in making a competitive bid.
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the following: (1) the diffuSIOn of :ec:mol
ogy-based progrJms :md services .... ill be
slower than the advocates rec:::mmend - bUl

that may be a blessing in disguise: C\ ;lOt all
schools and teachers are ready to change :"1elr
ways: (3) the effects of different Jpproaches
used to educate young children can je :rre-
voc:lble; (.1) multiple learning styles · ill:-e-
quire multiple approaches. some of · hich
need ;0 be very personal: :51 thellt:mate
consequences ofexpanded online lear:1Jng Jre

actually quite murky: and r6J lest we :'orget.
prevIous and Jmbitious plans ;0 introduce :"lew
and innovative programs and lpproaches into
our schools have had little or ;l0 pOSitl"e ef
fects on students - parents :::ould jecome
quickly dubious of "global :!assroom iearn
ing" if standardized test scores don'; go up.

At a time when the majority of the public
seems opposed to governmental actions Jnd
growing expenditures. it's surprismg that
spending concerns don't dominate this debate.
No major public interest group or organiza
tion is raising some appropriate questions.
such as: "will the 5:20-540 billion investment
needed to wire the nation's 100.000 schools
reallv make that much of a difference": can
tech~ologies be introduced into schools with
out heavy and continual investments in crain
ing :lIld support services:::lre there any as
surances that investments in educational
technologies will improve good and bad
schools alike ~. will there be gains in the pro
ductivity and efficiency of schools": or, who
will take the responsibility to see to it that elec
tronic information services are availaoie Jnd
affordable to all families as well J.S :0 JIl
schools:"

It"5 rather ironic that the publ ic seems
so committed to connecting schoois :lnd I

classrooms :0 the 1'<11 while surveys show the
majority of the public is ani) vaguely
aware of what an "information superhigh
way" actually is (only 7 percent of C.s. citi,
zens use the Internet). As school net'Working
efforts proceed. however. its planners and
administrators should not delude the public
into thinking that the 5:0-~O billion inves[
ment is a "s~lution" or panacea [Q the prob·
lem of most "hools. The most successful
schools. those with or without linkJ~~s to the

"rI'S r.lther ironic
that the public
seems so committed
to connecting schools
;md c~assrooms to the

'--"-;;;;';' ...1 .'HINhile surveys

show the majority Df the public :s only
vaguely aware of what an "informa
tion superhighway" ac:ually is (only "7

percent ofD.S. ~itizens:.lSe:.he Internet).~

Public Scvice Teiecornrmmi=ons Corpora
tion. Two Skyline ?lac:. SUite 1303. 5103
Lecsbun:: Pike. Fails C:'ur:~. VA ::QJ.1-3J06.
Tel: ,::0:) 7::;6-1630.703' =<98.; 703. Fax:
(703) 998·8480.

gies. there should be fe'", skeptics. It's obvi- I

ous to most that schools should :"lot be Jy
passed by the information superhighways.

For policymakers. the :mpomnt question
is not why but ho'W public funds shouid be
spent co ensure that 111 irudents :md families
(regardless of soc:oeconomic and dmic back· I

grounds J benefit from lG\ anced :eie:ommu
nication, services A, .....e procede in :hi;
national ..:I..pollo PrOJec'·like ·'enture. we must
recogOlze that coo man~ ~ubiic Jffic:als may
be listening to a ""music man" I in :hls domain. I

a "music wom:ln" IS rare'. WiL'l Dnly famt
oppOSition l:l fe'''' luddite' and ,echno·'ke~

tics srill exist:. huge publiC funds '",ill go lO

ward Iinking the \;l! :0 :r:e :lallon'; schools.
Even the ;,:eJ~e:c~;; :T1:~g!" 'n:::" ::':~H ~~;l: :00

Beyond :he pre'. ~Iiing ~,etonc. elther for
or against ·.ncreJsed ::ubiic :nvestment :n the
NIL there' S J.c:'Jai 1:. suostantlai eVlde:lc:
about ·... hat the .\iii ;ould Jr ~ouid ,ot'::o
for educ::tion. L'nforrunate:v. the most im
portant social and educ:won: :ssues :lSSOC:

ated with deveiopments :n :elecommunica
tions :lre either ;Jostpon~ :or :'utuT: deoates
or down piayed as t;nlmportant. 700 many of
the present .\ill ;:Jrooonents. :or exampie. Jre

yet to address a large numoer Df lnsenJing
and unresolved issues :once~ing 'cOL' tile
promises :md perils .Jf :m ';n. To ~uestlons

relating to whether schoOlS shouid 'Je pven
more money to purc~~e: ::~~'),;crke~ ~e~:,ncio-

COUld the Nil =~~alize Educational
Opcorrunities in Househoids as Well

as Sc~cols?

Goal:

Equalize Educational Opportunit'l

ApresidenriaJly JPPOinredAdvisory Coun
cil will soon publicly endorse the
Admlnistlluion'; bluepr;ntfor building a Na
tional Information Infrastructure. or ~Il. This
priv;ue-~or body is also expected to extol
the benefits of:m :-m - by making bener and
more current information available to all of
the nation's students no maner what their so
cioeconomic or ethmc ~ackground is or where
they rive. ~iring:he imion's ,chools and
classrooms is a worthwhile nationat goal.
Public support for building electronic bridges I ,----------------

between schools :md the NIl is warranted and . POint of 'f:ew
shoujd be encour:lged further. NIl"s educa- !

tion advocates. however. should be more
forthcoming. The facts. including recent sur
vey findings. indicate that household access.
not just school access. to the NIl could have a
far mater impact on education. The distinc
tion-is critical. If:he nation is really inter
ested in equalizing ~ucational opportUnities.
it needs to broaden its goals for the NIl.
School access :0 the ~lI will make a differ
ence: household lccess to the NrI will make
a gre::1ter difference.

At all levels of government. taxpayers
are being urged to underwrite the invest
ments needed (Q purchase Jdditional comput
ers. modems and local area networks in order
to ensure our schools get quick access to "glo
bal information services:' The ratification
for additional pubEc funds to stimulate the
development of:-'1I educational services has
come not only from the White House. but
from mo~t national educational associations
lOCated in and lround Washington. Their en
dorsement of the :-'lI md its prumises have
been impassioned and unfailing. Addition
ally. in most '~ommunities Jround the na
tion. one couid effortlessly find a local activ
ist who outspokenly aspires "to build the NIl
from the bottom up:' A loc~l spokesperson
for the NIl IS either a perennial zealot for or
self-baptized convert to the benefits of tech
nology. Chanc:eristically. ifs a male teacher
or administrator who has been transmuted mw
a sort of virtu.:!1 music man. i.e.. "folks. un
less '.lie wire ou~ schools. we've got trouble
- real :rouble. ,.
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sion for cre:tting J community of~e~e:-s. No
single system or e!ec:ronic ser-.;c: :~ be
expet::ed to serve the :leeds of liI ::::mmuni·
ties - each community must :r:ak: ::Joic:s
based on !oc31 needs md resourc:s..\ .::"iticJ1
step is getting Ioc:illy e!ec:ed orr.c::!is. ~UCJ
tors and faIr.ilie:s ttl ctlllabor:ue in ':uiiding
local networks and ~ic:s. E::::cluonal
benefits are likely co ensue whe:l :.~:se st3ke
holders share the common ~iie: :'~lt it t3k:s
an electronic viIIage :0 help :-Jise ·.'l::r :hiI·
dren - not just J wired scheol ~.d ::lSSroOm.

MA.r:res:ring T~lecolMWllic:;rWfl.! ;~c.':.'l)io~ <J.S"

Tuul for Urban CiJfIlIItJlJticy 3wli::r.s.· <J .'(J;ur
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eats additional~ to help eduQte
d1eir owncl1ildrcncncomplement the work
of sch.ocls. I..:t's also Qat ignore recent reo
se:m:lt. Surveys indic:1te the inequalities
among U.S. households far exeeeds the ine
qualities amongschools. Currentsmdies also
show advan=1netWOrla and services C311 be
used to engage families in school activities
while orrering other:l=ded family services.
ThUs. it '",ould seem thaI a networked com
munity rather than 1 collection of wired
schools orrers far gr=1CCl" promise for equal
izing educ:ltional opportunities.

LaC3I service providers. the cable opera
tor.local exc!lange c:mier(LEC). and a host
of new competitors will be more :han ready
to negotiate with Ioc:U officials :md stake
holde:-s 'J/ho s~d behind an ::ducational vi-

r



'L:~.) >/C:" :."':e ~~.'-:r :..~~. .:s ,~e',\I :ele·

::::mrnumc:t:cns ,:1'.\1' :.re ::nple:nented.
[·.:I1:e _::r:C:J :0 ·uS!J.In .:nri~:::upie

ne ~e:)atesJn [e:ec:::mmumc:uons JJ1d
~cuc:non ;:loucy [nvestme:::LS:o Jp
Jr:::de :he ~ualit~1 Of Jur :niorm:mon
':llgnways JJla ~duc:ltlonal 'er/lC:S for
:lJI.-'.menc:ms must be c:uned out in tan

ctem. The huge ?ublic investment asso
Jiated WIth iinklng :he natlon·s schools
:0 [he growmg 'Neb of wired and ·...,ire
less information netWorKS jeserves
p-eJter ;Jublic scrutiny :It III :evels of
government. 'Nired schools and c1ass
:-ooms can facilitate !e:l11ling and ¢:ttend
the :nr1uence of :eachers and school or
tic:als - chere's :unple ~esearch and

experience (Q suppOrt this positIOn. Ylore
importantly. there' s ,trong ~vide::ce to sug
,zest the jisoarities ,of educ:uional :-esources
~ong C.S.· scheols:l!e being reduced while
the dispanties ofhousehoid ;nfor:nation ser
vices. e.g,. having or not having '.\Iorksta
nons and-~xpensive online services. .:Ire wid
emng.

Too many or us have
been induced !nto think
ing that the 'nI will con
tribute subst:mtially to
the national goal of
equalizing educational
opportunities. It will. but
if the NTl educ:ltional ser
vices are limited to
schools and classrooms
the overall impact will be
minimal. not consequen
tial. Bill Gates under
stands this. In his new
book. The Road A.head.
Gates writes: "Great Edu
cators have always known
that learning is not some-
thing yeu can do only in

classrooms. or under the supervision of teach
ers,"

Individuals and groups involved in edu
cation policymaking at all levels of govern
ment should get their faVOrite telecommuni
cation music man or ;-ill advocJte to lead a
new parade of partisans: partisans who will
demand to see policy and regulatory choices
that ensure equal and affordable :'-ill services
to entire communities - induding schools.
libraries. and individual households.

Sourre: Arrhur D. Sheekl!v
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viewing television over the course of:1 calen
dar year cannot be expected ro become high
achievers. The typical "home-alone kid" now
spends four hours a day before ~s or her 1:Z·
channel TV. In:l decade. :1 ~hi:d or compa
rable circumstances will get a !o[ ;nore ~nter

tainment proaram service from ~lS or her '
::0 'aI '-;" TV I400-channel or ~dl -access~~ set. :

More than likely. poor and :1C~ :Jouseholds i

will have interactive TVs. but c!liicren of the
latter will also have ch~:r d~cic:l[ed "work
stations" and access to Jomm~rcialized

online educational JIld inrom:aaor.:J.l services.
So. how do we ~nsure tte ~::L:c:1[ionaI

from wired classrooms. Howe',er..miess the
SO:1lcrure of scheols ,s ~call: :.lterd. such
as. e:ttending the rypicJ! sc~cc i :.e:J.r and
day. the impac~ of :eiecommun:c:tlOns on
educJtional ac!'.ie'lement le"~:s Jould be
negligible. School-age children '.~~o continue
to spend less than ten ;Je:'Cem 01 :'1e:r :lme in
classrooms md fifteen perc:nt of :'1eir :ime

Comouters n .-'~mer!(::ln HOusenold.s

No
Computer
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~:} 24

20 t
:n
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National Information Infrastructure

:;:ssfuL

'''iSlOns :·cr :::e 'nl mo :LS .:onm
bunoos ~o ",-;::ooIS ;;eJ to De e:u::anderl
:0 :nciuae ::ousenoids. :\s the nation
~ 1 :leW ;::uury. equalizIng the
~urces mlong the nation' s schools
must connnue :0 ':e a national goal.
Reduc:ng '",nal :onathan Kozol de
scnbes 15 -savage inequalities" in
schools snouid be no less than 1 moral
imperative. The Jonrluence of <:du
canon md te!ecommuniCJtions issues
C3tltUI'Cd in the ?resent public ;lOlicy
~a reauires goals md actions.
[t would be 1 ;licy ifdiscussions for
equalizing educ:uional services are
limited to III our school buildings md class
rooms. md net :0 ill our families and house
!lolds. To do othe:wise would be a tragic
mistake md missed opportUnicy.

A Stc':l in :.":e :l2nt direction would be to
confron~ che ie!u;ions ?erpetu~ted by the I

NIl's move voc:li proponent. poSSibly. by yo~r 1
10CJ1 "music :nan." Advoc:ues must adrrut
that the total amOunt of

money parentS md families II
will spend on supplemental
educational services for
their children will have a far
greater impact OD learning
opponunities :han :he total
amount schools spend for
such ~pment and ser
vices. Rec:nr Census re
portS md several house
hold mark:ting surveys
indicJte that college-edu
cated parentS with good in
comes J.re spending a lot
of their discretionary re
sources on computers. mo-
dems md online services.
More than one~third ofU.S.
llouseholds now have PCs.
compared :0 about 7 percent for poor fami
lies. Headlines say: "Americans are Going
Online.~ but subsequent details reveal that it's
the co[1ege-educ:ued JIld affluent families
who are able to reap the full benefits of net
worked information services. Of households
with incomes of 550.000 md over have com
puters. well over one-half have PCs. Income
and education correlate most strongly with the
presence md use of a household computer.
and the correlation between high incomes and
high quality online services is expected to con
tinue.

By the ye:ll' :000. or 500n after. nearly all
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Before the
Fedel"31 CommuniC:ltions Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554
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The Alliance for Public Technology (APT), a nonprofit. consumer orgal1ization

REPLY COM~v1ENTS

ALL1A.J.'l"CE FOR PtiBLIC TECHNOLOGY

-.
• • ~I

::-.::....

- ~-' :

CC Docket )lo. 96-+5

)
)
)
)
)

Fedc3l-State Joint Board on
Universal Service

In the Yfatte:' of

with over 100 grasssroots members, organizations and individuals, hereby submits these

reply comments in the above referenced proc~g.

APT focused its comments on urging the Commission and the Joint Board to adopt

a universal service system designed primarily to promote the more rapid deployment of

advanced telecommunication services to all consumers. We urged the Commission to

consider Section 706 and to utilize the tools authorized in that section, including price

caps and other regulatory mechanisms. In particular, APT focused its comments on

asking the Commission and the Joint Board to adopt as a goal the universal deployment,

without regard to any particular technology, of a broadband, high capacity, switched

system capable of supporting voice, data and graphics into and out of every home in

America.



• Many state departments indic:ued :hat :herr 5taIeS al.re:ldy had legislation whici1

~agnized the importance of 3d.vanced ser-rice network capabilities in the

development of their telecommunications toiic:,. Iowa urged that its state".vide

tiber network should be eligible for universal service funds.

• Acknowledging the importance of tle:acility in the definition of universal

service levels to be eligible for universal service support, the Washington

Utilities and Transportation Commission urged that in order to promote

universal service it is necessary to design a imctional description of universal

service. They proposed using the availability of and access to net\Vork

capabilities rather than referring to specific services so as not to freeze

universal service in the technologies and services of 1996.

• Some education and library commentors urged that in phasing in advanced

services, the FCC should move towards networks capable of supporting 1.5

and ultimately 4.5 MBPS in linking the network to schools, libraries and health

care providers. (Michigan Library Association, Oakland Unified School

District; Access To Communications For Education, US Distance Learning

Association, Illinois State Board of Education). APTs experience with the

important applications of these networks leads it to support framing the goal of

moving towards advanced networks using these suggested NfBPS levels.

3



in their filing Jlso argued not :0 limit universal service to high cost Jre:lS md

low income citizens but to apply the concept:o all citizens.

• Indeed several commentors addressed this point in dealing with the market

place criterion laid down in Section 254 (b) (1) in defining how to determine

the services to be included within universal service support mechanisms. They

felt that these criteria should be treated as independent alternative criteria since

several services may be essential but not yet subscribed to by a majority of

consumers. (.A..ssociation of the Bar of the City of~ew York Administrative

Law Committee, Access to Communic3tions For Education, New York State

Consumers Board,)

• The Oklahoma corporation counsel also urged FCC to design its rules on

UDiversal service to encourage the rapid development of advanced

telecommunication services to all areas of the country. The California

Department of Consumer Affairs echoed this approach and argued that the

most efficient action the FCC can take to assist in the availability and

deployment of advanced telecommunications information services to libraries,

schools and healthcare providers is to provide incentives for the

telecommunications market to deploy a fiber optic broadband network

platform.

5


